
On the use of the cumulant generating function for

inference on time series

A. Moor∗, D. La Vecchia, E. Ronchetti †

March 20, 2024

Abstract

We introduce innovative inference procedures for analyzing time series data. Our methodology
enables density approximation and composite hypothesis testing based on Whittle’s estimator, a
widely applied M-estimator in the frequency domain. Its core feature involves the (general Legendre
transform of the) cumulant generating function of the Whittle likelihood score, as obtained using
an approximated distribution of the periodogram ordinates. We present a testing algorithm that
significantly expands the applicability of the state-of-the-art saddlepoint test, while maintaining
the numerical accuracy of the saddlepoint approximation. Additionally, we demonstrate connec-
tions between our findings and three other prevalent frequency domain approaches: the bootstrap,
empirical likelihood, and exponential tilting. Numerical examples using both simulated and real
data illustrate the advantages and accuracy of our methodology.

Keywords: Importance sampling, Legendre transform, Nuisance parameters, Saddlepoint approx-
imation, Short and long memory, Whittle, M-estimator.

1 Introduction

Short length time series are common in many scientific areas. In general, small time series datasets arise
when sampling is costly or when there are structural changes over the considered period and one has to
slice the sample in subperiods. For instance, series containing only few hundreds of data are routinely
encountered in computational economics (see, e.g., Iacobucci and Noullez (2005)), macroeconomics
(Nelson and Plosser (1982); Sowell (1992); La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019)); business analytics (see,
e.g., Makridakis and Hibon (2000) and Athanasopoulos et al. (2011)); biology (see e.g., Lozada-Can
and Davison (2010)); ecology (Bence (1995)); climatology (Mudelsee (2010)). Other examples are
available in the literature about bootstrap for time series.

The analysis of time series datasets containing a small number of records represents a statistical
challenge: in small samples the commonly applied asymptotic inferential methods typically perform
poorly. Indeed, the first order asymptotic approximation tends to be inaccurate in the tails of the
distribution (even for moderate sample sizes), which is usually the area of interest for inference (e.g. for
the computation of p-values). Additionally, the approximation typically works well and is theoretically
justified if the sample size diverges to infinity, but often its accuracy deteriorates quickly in moderate
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to small samples. Thus, the finite and small sample performance of inferential methods is a crucial
operational aspect in the daily practice of time series data analysis. The development of techniques
designed to perform well even when the number of observations is less than few hundreds can be
beneficial for many scientific areas: it will yield more accurate inference, which in turn will enable
reliable decision making.

1.1 Motivating example

To illustrate numerically the central problems of the extant asymptotics, let us consider the flexible
and widely applied class of autoregressive fractionally integrated moving average (ARFIMA) processes;
see among others Robinson (2003) and Beran et al. (2013) for a book-length introduction. We work
on an ARFIMA(p, d, q) process, having dynamics

ϕ(L)(1− L)dXt = θ(L)ϵt, (1)

where L is the back-shift operator LXt = Xt−1, ϕ(L) is the autoregressive (AR) polynomial of order
p, θ(L) is the moving average (MA) polynomial of order q, and, ∀t ∈ Z, the {ϵt} are i.i.d. with zero
mean and known variance σ2 = 1. When d = 0, we recover the standard ARMA(p, q) model, whilst for
d = 1, we have the ARIMA(p, 1, q). For values of d ∈ (0, 1/2) we have a long memory process, whose
autocovariance function has an hyperbolic decay when the number of lags diverges, or, equivalently,
whose spectral density has a pole at the origin.

Let us focus on an ARFIMA of order p = 2, d = 0 and q = 0 process, with AR coefficients
ϕ1 = 0.1, ϕ2 = 0.2, and Gaussian errors with unit variance. The model parameter is (ϕ1, ϕ2, d). We
consider the sample sizes n = 250, 2500, 5000, and estimate the parameter via the frequency domain
approach: we make use of the widely applied Whittle’s estimator (Whittle (1953)), as implemented
in the routine WhittleEst available in the R package longmemo. To test H0 : d = 0 vs H1 : d > 0,
(namely, we test for the presence of long memory) we resort on the Wald test statistic—see (27).
For each considered value of n, we repeat the exercise 2500 times (Monte Carlo runs) and obtain the
distribution of the Wald statistic in each setting. The routinely applied first order asymptotic theory
implies that for large sample sizes the Wald statistic has a χ2

1-distribution, under H0.
In Figure 1, we display the QQ-plot of the Wald statistic for different values of n. The plots

illustrate the inaccuracy of the first order asymptotic approximation for n = 250, with accuracy
improvements being appreciable from n = 2500. For instance, considering the moderately large
sample size n = 2500, the actual 95-percentile of the Wald statistic is about 4.22, whilst the first order
asymptotic approximated chi-square 95-percentile is about 3.84: the asymptotic approximation entails
a relative error (see e.g. La Vecchia et al. (2023) p.38 for a definition) of about 9.0%. Still focusing on
the 95-percentile, the relative error decreases to about 6.0% when n = 5000: doubling the sample size
reduces the relative error by only one third. Finally, we notice that for any considered sample size,
the relative error grows as we move deeper into the right tail: for instance, for the 99-percentile the
relative error is about 11.2% when n = 2500.

1.2 Related work

The motivating example casts doubt on the accuracy (and ultimately the usefulness) of tests based on
the available asymptotic theory already for samples sizes of the order of few hundreds. To cope with
this inference issue, several higher order (or small sample) asymptotic techniques have been developed.
These techniques include the bootstrap, the Edgeworth and the saddlepoint; we refer to Young (2009)
and references therein for a review in the independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) setting.

In the Gaussian ARFIMA process considered in the motivating example, Andrews and Lieberman
(2005) derive the Edgeworth expansion for Whittle’s estimator density: this tool can be applied
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Figure 1: ARFIMA(2, d, 0) model. Wald-type test statistics, for H0 : d = 0 versus H1 : d > 0. For
different sample sizes n, the QQ-plots compare the quantiles of the asymptotic χ2

1-distribution to the
actual distribution (as obtained using 2500 Monte Carlo runs) of the Wald statistic.

for testing H0 e.g. by means of the p-value obtained by numerical integration of the approximated
density. However, using the first terms of this expansion provides in general a good approximation in
the center of the density, but it can be inaccurate in the tails, where it can even become negative. It
is well-known in the statistical literature that saddlepoint techniques overcome these problems: they
are accurate in the tails (sample space asymptotics, see Wood et al. (1993)) and perform well also
in small samples (sample size asymptotics). We refer to the seminal paper of Daniels (1954) and,
for book-length presentations, to Field and Ronchetti (1990), Jensen (1995), Kolassa (2006), Butler
(2007), and Brazzale et al. (2007), among others.

The theory of saddlepoint techniques is well developed in the case of i.(i).d. observations. In con-
trast, only a few results have been obtained in the time series setting. The available techniques are
essentially developed in the time domain and they consider the saddlepoint density approximations
for the first order partial correlation coefficient in autoregressive processes (AR) of order one with
Gaussian errors; see Daniels (1956), Phillips (1978), Durbin (1980), Wang (1992), Marsh (2011) and
Field and Robinson (2013). Only recently, La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) introduced saddlepoint
density approximations and tests in the presence of nuisance parameters for ratio statistics and Whit-
tle’s estimator. These techniques hinge on the semi-parametric assumption that the standardized
periodogram ordinates are i.i.d. exponentially distributed, for any sample size n and not only for large
n. We label them as exponential-based saddlepoint techniques. The resulting approximations perform
well for both short- and long-memory time series.

1.3 Our contributions

In this paper, we build on the theoretical results of La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) and we introduce
novel saddlepoint techniques (density, tail-area approximations, and testing in the presence of nuisance
parameters) for Whittle’s estimator.

Our techniques complement the toolkit already available in the literature on saddlepoint approxi-
mations. The key aspect of our developments is that we drop the assumption of exponential distribu-
tion of the periodogram ordinates, which is central in La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019). Specifically,
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we explain how to define saddlepoint techniques relying on the empirical distribution (rather than
the theoretical asymptotic exponential distribution) of the periodogram ordinates. Our construction
builds on the intuition of Ronchetti and Welsh (1994), who define the empirical saddlepoint density
approximation in the setting of independent data. We label the resulting techniques as frequency
domain empirical saddlepoint (FDES), and develop an algorithm allowing to use them efficiently to
test composite hypotheses. FDES techniques are computationally easier to implement than the ones
in La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019), since they approximate integrals by their sample counterparts. In
parallel, our testing methodology is handily workable in comparison to the state-of-the-art saddlepoint
test of Robinson et al. (2003), while preserving a better accuracy than the first order asymptotics.

Overall, our methodological contribution is fourfold. (i) We derive novel saddlepoint techniques
using the empirical distribution of the periodogram ordinates, treated as independent random variables
(Section 3.2.1). (ii) We connect our approach to other extant frequency domain techniques that have
already exploited the empirical distribution of the periodogram ordinates: the frequency domain
bootstrap (FDB) of Dahlhaus and Janas (1996), the empirical likelihood (FDEL) of Monti (1997),
and the exponential tilting (FDET) of Kakizawa (2013). Building on these papers and on Monti
and Ronchetti (1993), we identify some connections between our FDES, the FDB, the FDEL and the
FDET (in Section 3.3). (iii) The central aspect of our methodology is the approximation of p-values
for frequency domain test statistics. This approximation is based on the numerical integration (via
importance sampling) of the saddlepoint density approximation to the exact sampling distribution of
Whittle’s estimator, which improves on the routinely applied p-values approximation, as obtained using
the first order asymptotic Gaussian density. We provide a pseudo-code containing the key steps needed
for the implementation our procedure (in Section 3.4). (iv) Finally, we conduct numerical experiments
(on simulated and real data) to illustrate the advantages and the accuracy of our procedure for popular
time series models (Section 4).

2 Setting, definitions and first order asymptotics

Let {Xt} be a linear and second order stationary process, with spectral density function indexed by a
parameter θ

f(λ; θ) = |λ|−2dL(λ;ϑ˜), (2)

where λ ∈ Π = (−π, π], d ∈ [0, 0.5), ϑ˜ ∈ Rp−1 and θ = (d ϑ˜) ∈ Θ ⊂ Rp, with p ≥ 1 and Θ is a compact
set. The function L(·;ϑ˜) in (2) is even, bounded on every compact subinterval of (0, π] and slowly
varying at zero, that is,

lim
λ→0

L(λa;ϑ˜)/L(λ;ϑ˜) = 1

for all a ∈ (0,∞).
Following Lahiri (2003), we classify the process {Xt} as short-range dependent (SRD) or long-range

dependent (LRD) based on the parameter d and the behavior of L(·;ϑ˜) near the origin. Indeed, when
d = 0 and the function L(·;ϑ˜) is bounded with L(0;ϑ˜) ̸= 0, the process {Xt} features SRD. Otherwise,
the process {Xt} features LRD; we refer to Robinson (2003) for a book-length presentation.

We consider the problem of conducting inference on the model parameter which indexes the spectral
density. We consider that Assumptions A-E in La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) hold. Therefore, we
assume that there exists a zero mean, variance σ2ξ , and zero third cumulant k3 process, say {ξt}, of
i.i.d. random variables, such that {Xt} has the one-sided representation: Xt =

∑∞
r=0 arξt−r, for t ∈ Z

and {ar} is a sequence of constants satisfying either
∑∞

r=0 |ar| < ∞ or ar ∼ La(r)r
d−1, with La(·)

being slowly varying at infinity. According to our parametrization, σ2ξ is therefore an element of ϑ˜.Given n observations X1, X2, ..., Xn and the model defined in (2), we perform a transformation
aimed to weaken the dependence in the data. Specifically, let h : [0, 1]→ R be a function of bounded
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variation. Then, the tapered discrete Fourier transform (DFT) is

dn(λ) =
n∑
t=1

h

(
t

n

)
Xt exp (−itλ), λ ∈ Π, (3)

where i2 = −1 and the data-taper h(·) satisfies Assumptions 5 and 6 in Dahlhaus and Janas (1996).
A data taper is typically used for handling missing data or to reduce the leakage (e.g., caused by a
time series behaviour close to non-stationarity); see, e.g., Tukey (1968), Dahlhaus (1988) or Brillinger
(2001) and Bloomfield (2004). The non-tapered version of the DFT, is obtained by setting h ≡ 1. The
periodogram ordinate at λ is

I(λ) =
|dn(λ)|2

2π
∑n

t=1 h
2 (t/n)

. (4)

Now, let us first assume that σ2ξ = 1. We specify a parametric model for the spectral density

f(λ; θ), so the (negative) Whittle’s log-likelihood for θ ∈ Θ ⊂ [0, 0.5)× Rp−1 with p ≥ 1, is

LW (θ) =
1

2π

{∫
Π
ln f(λ; θ)dλ+

∫
Π

I(λ)

f(λ; θ)
dλ

}
. (5)

The likelihood in (5) can be applied for estimation and for hypothesis testing.
In terms of estimation, the optimization of (5) defines Whittle’s estimator as the root of∇θLW (θ) =

0, that is ∫
Π

(
I(λ)

f(λ; θ)
− 1

)
∇θf(λ; θ)
f(λ; θ)

dλ = 0, (6)

we refer to La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) for additional details.
To implement (6), we consider the discrete frequency form of the Whittle’s likelihood which is

simply obtained by a common Riemann-type discretization. Specifically, the DFT is evaluated at
Fourier frequencies λj,n = 2π (j/n) , for j = 1, 2, ...m and m = ⌊(n − 1)/2⌋, and the periodogram
ordinate at λj,n is defined by I(λj,n).

We write λj = λj,n, Ij = I(λj) and, for j = 1, 2, ...m, the Riemann approximation of (6) is

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ̂n) = 0 , (7)

where ψj : R+ × Rp → Rp has the form

ψj (Ij ; θ) =

(
Ij

f(λj ; θ)
− 1

)
zj(θ), (8)

with zj(θ) = ∇θ ln f(λj ; θ) computed at λj and zj(θ) ∈ Rp.
Letting θ0 be the true parameter value, the first order asymptotic distribution of Whittle’s esti-

mator can be derived treating the standardized periodogram ordinates as independent and identically
distributed r.v.s, having exponential density with rate one:

Ij/f(λj ; θ
0) ∼ χ2

2/2. (9)

Under the same treatment and correct specification of the spectral density, each ψj in (8) has expecta-
tion zero. Thus, it defines a set of estimating equations which yield a frequency domain M-estimator.

We refer to Beran et al. (2013) for the mathematical details of the first order asymptotic theory
of Whittle’s estimator. Here, we simply sketch the ideas hinging on standard results on M-estimators
(see e.g. van der Vaart (1998)) and introduce the key quantities for our development.
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A first order Taylor expansion yields:

√
n(θ̂n − θ0) ≈

− 1

n

m∑
j=1

∇θψj
(
Ij ; θ

0
)−T  1√

n

m∑
j=1

ψj
(
Ij ; θ

0
) . (10)

The estimating function ψj is linear in Ij/f(λj ; θ
0), thus (9), the central limit theorem and the weak

law of large numbers imply that
√
n(θ̂n − θ0)

D→ N
(
0,ΣW (θ0)

)
, where the asymptotic variance is

obtained using ΣW (θ) = 4π
(∫

Π (∇θ ln f(λ; θ)) (∇θ ln f(λ; θ))T dλ
)−1

.

If σ2ξ is unknown, we need to estimate it and the above construction applies with some mod-
ifications. Specifically, we notice that Whittle’s likelihood can be rewritten by choosing a special
scale-parameterization: setting θ∗ = (σ2ξ ϑ) and θ = (1 ϑ),

the likelihood in (5) becomes:

LW (ϑ) =
m∑
j=1

Ij
f(λj ; θ)

.

Minimizing LW (ϑ) is equivalent to obtain the frequency domain M-estimator ϑ̂n solution to

m∑
j=1

∇ϑf(λj ; θ)
f(λj ; θ)

(
Ij

f(λj ; θ∗)

)
= 0, (11)

which is the Riemann discretization (as obtained using the Fourier frequencies) of∫
Π

∇θf(λ; θ)
f(λ; θ)

(
I(λ)

f(λ; θ)

)
dλ = 0. (12)

Once ϑ̂n is available, we estimate the remaining parameter σ2ξ by σ̂2ξ,n = LW (ϑ̂n)/m. The resulting

estimator θ̂∗n = (σ̂2ξ,n ϑ̂n) is asymptotically normal.
As far as the hypothesis testing problem is concerned,

H0 : θ = θ0 vs H1 : θ ̸= θ0, (13)

the first order Gaussian asymptotic provides the theoretical underpinning for the definition of the
Wald test statistic (asymptotically equivalent to the Whittle likelihood ratio statistic)

which is, under H0 in (13), asymptotically distributed as a χ2
p.

The motivating example in §1.1 illustrates the poor finite sample performance of the first order
asymptotics for θ, when testing hypothesis on d. La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) show that the use
of saddlepoint techniques improve on the first order asymptotics. Their construction is based on a
Legendre-type transform of the cumulant generating function (henceforth c.g.f.), a key tool that we
introduce in the next section.

3 Saddlepoint techniques

To introduce our new tools (see Section 3.2), first we need to recall some results in La Vecchia and
Ronchetti (2019) (see Section 3.1). The key point of our argument is that one can obtain saddlepoint
techniques in the frequency domain using the approximated c.g.f. of the score function of Whittle’s
estimator. The techniques discussed in Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 differ in the way in which the
approximated c.g.f. is obtained, but they make use of the same tool: the general Legendre transform
of the approximated c.g.f.

6



3.1 Exponential-based techniques

Saddlepoint density approximations and saddlepoint based testing procedures in the frequency domain
were introduced in La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019). These techniques are derived treating the
periodogram ordinates as independent random variables and they fully exploit the asymptotic theory
of DFT based on the exponential distribution of the periodogram ordinates given in (9). The resulting
approximation is higher-order accurate for SRD processes, first order accurate for LRD, and it is
analytically tractable; see Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 in La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019).

The key ingredient in the density approximation is the approximated c.g.f of the score function
ψj(Ij ; θ) of Whittle’s estimator, that La Vecchia and Ronchetti obtain as

K̃ψj
(υ; θ) = ln

(
Ẽ
[
exp{υTψj(Ij ; θ)}

])
(14)

= ln

(
− 1

f(λj ; θ0)s̃j

)
− υT zj(θ),

where υ ∈ Rp, Ẽ[·] is the expected value computed under (9), and

s̃j(θ) =
1

f(λj ; θ)
υT zj(θ)−

1

f(λj ; θ0)
;

for more details, see (3.25) in the supplementary material of La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) and
Appendix A for an example about Fractional Exponential Processes (FEXP).

Testing can also be performed using saddlepoint based techniques by exploiting (9) and (14). To
see it, let us consider the problem of simple hypothesis testing (13). La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019)
show how to adapt to time series setting the saddlepoint test statistic defined in Robinson et al. (2003)
for i.i.d. data. The proposed test statistic is:

S̃(θ̂n) = 2K̃†(θ̂n), (15)

where, for K̃(υ; θ) =
∑m

j=1 K̃ψj
(υ; θ),

K̃†(θ) = sup
υ
{−K̃(υ; θ)} = −K̃(υ0(θ); θ), (16)

where υ0 = υ0(θ) solves the saddlepoint equation

∂υK̃(υ; θ) = 0. (17)

La Vecchia et al. (2023) call K̃† the general Legendre transform of K̃ and study some of its statistical
and mathemathical properties.

The distribution of S̃(θ̂n) under the null, can be approximated by a χ2
p. This approximation is

obtained by integrating the saddlepoint density approximation. The resulting approximation typically
remains accurate down to small sample sizes, and the test is asymptotically (first order) equivalent to
the Wald test of §1.1, but has better small sample properties; see La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019)
for a discussion.

In the daily practice of time series data analysis, simple hypotheses are the exception rather than
the rule. The case of composite hypotheses is a practically more relevant problem and it is related to
the problem of performing hypothesis testing in the presence of nuisance parameters. The motivating
example provides a typical situation where the statistician is interested in testing on d, while the other
ARFIMA parameters are nuisance parameters. Also in this challenging case, K̃† is the central tool
needed to perform such a test.
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To develop further, let us define a partition (θ(1) θ(2)) of the original parameter θ, and test hypoth-
esis only on the first components H0 : θ(1) = θ0(1) w.l.o.g., with θ(2) treated as nuisance parameters.

Whittle’s estimator is θ̂n = (θ̂(1),n θ̂(2),n) and La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) show that the sad-
dlepoint test statistic defined by Robinson et al. (2003) can be adapted to the time series setting.
Specifically, the test statistic is obtained by concentrating out the nuisance parameters in (16):

S̃(θ̂(1),n) = 2 inf
θ(2)
K̃†(θ̂(1),n θ(2)) (18)

= 2 inf
θ(2)

sup
υ

−
m∑
j=1

K̃ψj
(υ;(θ̂(1),n θ(2)))


 .

The test statistic is an univariate quantity which takes care of the nuisance parameters by a minimax
optimization—via the infimum in (18). Under the null, its exact distribution can be approximated by
a χ2

p1 , where p1 = dim(θ(1)); see La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019).
From the computational standpoint, the test is attractive since it does not require any integration

for the marginalization of the nuisance parameters; see Jing and Robinson (1994) and Robinson
et al. (2003). However, in our experience, the need to perform a maximization (supυ) nested in a
minimization (infθ(2)) can make the evaluation of S(θ̂(1),n) computationally challenging. To cope with
this issue, we propose a numerical procedure that takes care of the nuisance parameters in a different
way, avoiding the concentration infθ(2) in the case of composite hypotheses testing (see Remark 3.1).
The central aspect of this novel methodology is the approximation of p-values based on the numerical
integration (via importance sampling) of the saddlepoint density approximation to the exact sampling
distribution of Whittle’s estimator; see Section 3.4.

3.2 Empirical saddlepoint techniques

As mentioned in Taniguchi et al. (2012), the frequency domain approach to time series analysis is
particularly appealing because the use of the periodogram ordinates reduces a dependent data problem
(the analysis of time series data in the time domain) to an independent data one (the analysis of
asymptotically independent periodogram ordinates). Monti (1997) exploits this property to define
FDEL confidence regions for Whittle’s estimator in the SRD setting. Her construction relies on the
empirical distribution of the periodogram ordinates, treated as independent random variables.

Therefore Monti’s approach provides the basic intuition to derive saddlepoint techniques for time
series using an alternative method to the one summarized in Section 3.1. Namely, rather than resort-
ing on the asymptotic exponential distribution of the periodogram ordinates, we move along the same
lines as Dahlhaus and Janas (1996) and Monti (1997) and we define saddlepoint techniques making use
of the empirical distribution of the periodogram ordinates. We label the resulting tools as Frequency
Domain Empirical Saddlepoint (FDES) techniques. These techniques are based on the theory and
method developed for FDEL in Monti (1997) combined with the construction derived in Ronchetti
and Welsh (1994). Also for the FDES, we are going to illustrate the pivotal role played by the general
Legendre transform of the empirical c.g.f.

3.2.1 Density approximation

To begin with, let us consider the FDES density approximation for the multivariate parameter estimate
θ̂n, as obtained by Whittle’s method. Let P be the actual distribution of Ij/f(λj ; θ

0), not necessarily
an exponential distribution. Then, the Ij/f(λj ; θ

0) are independent and identically distributed and

8



there exists a saddlepoint υ0 = υ(θ0) defined by∫
R+

ψj(Ij ; θ
0) exp{υT0 ψj(Ij ; θ0)}dP = 0, (19)

which has continuous derivative in a neighborhood of θ0 and satisfies υ(θ0 + m−1/2u) = O(m−1/2)
uniformly for u in a compact set; see Ronchetti and Welsh (1994). Making use of this result, we
define the empirical saddlepoint density approximation for Whittle’s estimator θ̂n at a generic point
θ belonging to the so-called normal region (θ̂n −m−1/2u, θ̂n +m−1/2u), for u in a compact set. Then,
for p = dim(Θ), the empirical saddlepoint density approximation is

ĝθ̂n(θ) =
(m
2π

)p/2 ∣∣∣det M̂(θ)
∣∣∣ ∣∣∣det Σ̂(θ)∣∣∣−1/2

exp{mK̂(θ)}, (20)

where

K̂(θ) = ln

 1

m

m∑
j=1

exp{υ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)}

 , (21)

M̂(θ) = exp{−K̂(θ)} 1
m

m∑
j=1

∇sψj(Ij ; s)|s=θ exp{υ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)},

Σ̂(θ) = exp{−K̂(θ)} 1
m

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ)ψj(Ij ; θ)
T exp{υ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)},

and the empirical saddlepoint υ̂ (for ease of notation, occasionally we write υ̂ instead of υ̂(θ)) satisfies:

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ) exp{υ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)} = 0. (22)

If we define

K̂(υ; θ) = ln

 1

m

m∑
j=1

exp{υTψj(Ij ; θ)}

 , (23)

solving (22) is equivalent to finding supυ{−K̂(υ; θ)}, namely ∂υK̂(υ; θ) = 0. Thus, similarly to (16),
we define

K̂†(θ) = sup
υ
{−K̂(υ; θ)} (24)

= −K̂(υ̂(θ); θ) = −K̂(θ)

and we can express the empirical saddlepoint density approximation using the general Legendre trans-
form of the empirical c.g.f. as:

ĝθ̂n(θ) =
(m
2π

)p/2 ∣∣∣det M̂(θ)
∣∣∣ ∣∣∣det Σ̂(θ)∣∣∣−1/2

exp{−mK̂†(θ)}.

Letting θ0 denote the true parameter value, we have that fθ̂n(θ
0 + m−1/2u), namely the actual

density of Whittle’s estimator evaluated at θ0 +m−1/2u, can be approximated by

ĝθ̂n(θ̂n +m−1/2u) =
(m
2π

)p/2 ∣∣∣det M̂(θ̂n +m−1/2u)
∣∣∣ ∣∣∣det Σ̂(θ̂n +m−1/2u)

∣∣∣−1/2
emK̂(θ̂n+m−1/2u).
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Moving along the lines of Ronchetti and Welsh (1994) and treating the periodogram ordinates as
independent (see Monti (1997)), one can prove that, for any u in a compact set,

fθ̂n(θ
0 +m−1/2u) = ĝθ̂n(θ̂n +m−1/2u){1 +m−1/2am(u) +OP (m

−1)},

as m→∞, where am(u) = OP (1) is defined in Ronchetti and Welsh (1994).
Just to fix the ideas, let us consider the case of a univariate parameter—the case of numerical

integration for a multivariate parameter is discussed in §3.4. To implement ĝθ̂n , the first step is

to obtain θ̂n and to determine the support of the sampling distribution. Then, we define a grid
{va : a = 1, . . . , A} about θ̂n and we compute the empirical saddlepoint υ̂(θ̂n+ va), at each grid point.
This can be accomplished by noting that, at v = 0, we have that υ̂(θ̂n) = 0 and, for each other grid
point va we need to solve (22), finding the root of

m∑
j=1

ψj(θ̂n + va) exp{υ̂(θ̂n + va)
Tψj(θ̂n + va)} = 0.

These equations can be solved e.g. by Newton-Raphson algorithm (or a secant method), with initial
value υ̂(θ̂n+va−1)—namely, we make use of the value of the saddlepoint at the previous grid point. In
our experience, for smooth spectral densities (which imply the smoothness of ψj) and for a sufficiently
fine grid (e.g. A = 100), this procedure is accurate and computationally fast. Once the sequence of
saddlepoints is available, we compute K̂(θ̂n+va), M̂(θ̂n+va), Σ̂(θ̂n+va) and then compute ĝθ̂n(θ̂n+va)
at each grid point. As it is customary in the saddlepoint approximation literature, we suggest to
normalize the resulting approximation, the normalizing constant being

Ca =
A∑
a=1

(va − va−1) ĝθ̂n(θ̂n + va).

The FDES density approximation has a connection to the FDB. Indeed, the bootstrap procedure
described in Dahlhaus and Janas (1996), on p. 1937, can be obtained in two ways. Either one relies
on standard exponentially distributed random variables for the periodogram ordinates, or one makes
use of the empirical distribution of the periodogram ordinates. We remark that our FDES techniques
are, by construction, connected to this latter approach. Therefore, in the normal region, formula
(20) yields results which are similar to those obtained using the bootstrap density. However, the
FDES approximation does not require resampling; see Davison and Hinkley (1988) and Ronchetti and
Welsh (1994) for a related discussion. This is a computational advantage over the FDB: our empirical
saddlepoint techniques do not require to solve Whittle’s estimating equation for each bootstrap sample.
This feature not only makes the implementation of the empirical saddlepoint density faster than the
one obtained by FDB, but it also avoids some computational issues which affects the FDB. Indeed, in
our experience, the computation of Whittle’s estimator can be problematic: for sample sizes n ≲ 150
the routine can fail to find an estimator. The FDES avoids these numerical issues, as it only requires
the computation of the original estimator θ̂n.

Finally, in the i.i.d. setting, we notice that Holcblat and Sowell (2022) use (20) as an Empirical
Likelihood (EL) and maximize ln[ĝθ̂n(θ)] with respect to θ to obtain a new estimator called empirical
saddlepoint estimator. Furthermore, Fasiolo et al. (2018) use the empirical saddlepoint approximation
to approximate the density of summary statistics in synthetic likelihoods.

3.3 Connection to empirical likelihood and exponential tilting

Note that our saddlepoint is based on the c.g.f. K̂(υ; θ) in (23) as an approximation to the true c.g.f.
Its general Legendre transform is the key tool needed to compute ĝθ̂n and it unveils two important
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connections with the generalized empirical likelihood in the frequency domain. Specifically, we illus-
trate how K̂†(θ) allows us to connect the FDES with the EL test statistic proposed in Monti (1997)
and with the results about FDET in Kakizawa (2013).

To begin with, we recall that Monti and Ronchetti (1993) show that the empirical saddlepoint has
a connection to the EL, in the i.i.d. setting. Following those arguments, we first bridge our FDES
density approximation and the FDEL. To this end, following Monti (1997), we notice that the FDEL
solves the system of (tilted) estimating equations

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij , θ)[1 + ξ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)]
−1 = 0, (25)

where we use the shorthand notation ξ̂ = ξ̂(θ). Then, Monti defines Owen’s statistics as

Ŵ (θ) = 2
m∑
j=1

ln{1 + ξ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)} (26)

and shows that Ŵ (θ) = W̃ (θ) +OP (n
−1/2), where W̃ (θ) is the Wald-type statistic defined as

W̃ (θ) = m(θ̂n − θ)T V̂ −1(θ̂n − θ), (27)

with V̂ = Â−1(θ̂n)B̂(θ̂n)Â
−T (θ̂n),

Â(θ̂n) =
1

m

m∑
j=1

∇θψj(Ij ; θ)
∣∣
θ=θ̂n

and B̂(θ̂n) =
1

m

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ̂n)ψj(Ij ; θ̂n)
T .

Now, to get some insight into the link between ξ̂ and υ̂, let us compare (22) to (25). From (19),
it follows that υ(θ) = O(n−1/2), for θ in a root-n neighbourhood of θ0. Then, a Taylor expansion in
υ yields exp{υTψj(Ij ; θ)} = 1+ υTψj(Ij ; θ) +OP (n

−1) (see Appendix B). Thus, considering (22), the
saddlepoint satisfies the equation

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ)[1 + υ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)] = OP (n
−1).

Then, another Taylor expansion of the equation defining the FDEL yields

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ)[1 + ξ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)]
−1 =

m∑
j=1

ψj(Ij ; θ)[1− ξ̂Tψj(Ij ; θ)] = OP (n
−1),

since ξ̂ = OP (n
−1/2). Thus, we conclude that the empirical saddlepoint and the empirical likelihood

solve at the order OP (n
−1) the same equation.

Equipped with this result, in Appendix B we illustrate how to connect Monti’s expression of Owen’s
statistics Ŵ (θ) to K̂(θ). In particular, we combine the results in Monti and Ronchetti (1993) and in
Monti (1997) to obtain

−2nK̂(θ) = 2nK̂†(θ) = 2Ŵ (θ)− 2m−1/2

3

m∑
j=1

{
uT M̂T Σ̂−1ψj(Ij ; θ̂n)

}3
+Rn (28)

where Σ̂ = Σ̂(θ̂n) and M̂ = M̂(θ̂n). Treating the periodogram ordinates as independent, the term Rn
in (28) is of order OP (n

−1) as in Monti and Ronchetti (1993); see Monti (1997) p.400 for a related

11



discussion. Thus, (28) represents a frequency domain analogous of the result in Monti and Ronchetti
(1993) and it is a novel finding in the literature on higher-order asymptotics for time series.

Equation (28) has a threefold importance: (i) it yields a nonparametric approximation of the den-
sity of Whittle’s estimator based on the FDEL; (ii) it illustrates that difference between the statistics
based on K̂†(θ) and on Ŵ (θ) depends on the skewness of the Whittle’s score; incidentally, it shows
that they both correct the Wald statistic taking into account the skewness. (iii) it allows to connect
our FDES to the FDEL.

Among these tree points, we illustrate that the last one is of help in hypothesis testing. To this
end, we recall that Kakizawa (2013) studies a class of frequency domain generalized EL methods and
provide the large sample theory of several test statistics for parametric restrictions. Kakizawa’s theory
covers the FDEL and a version of the FDET as special cases and it is based on the i.i.d. treatment
of the standardized periodogram ordinates. This hints at the possibility of also connecting our FDES
(in particular the K̂†(θ)) to both Wald and FDET type of test statistics.
A Taylor expansion yields:

K̂†(θ0) = K̂†(θ̂n)− K̂†′(θ̂n)
T (θ̂n − θ0) + (θ̂n − θ0)T K̂†′′(θ̂n)(θ̂n − θ0)/2 +OP (n

−3/2). (29)

By definition of θ̂n in (7) and of the empirical saddlepoint in (22), we have υ̂(θ̂) = 0, which implies
K̂†(θ̂n) = K̂(0; θ̂n) = 0 and K̂†′(θ̂n) =

∑m
j=1 ψj(Ij ; θ̂n) = 0. Thus,

2nK̂†(θ0) = n(θ̂n − θ0)T K̂†′′(θ̂n)(θ̂n − θ0) +OP (n
−1/2). (30)

The left-hand side of (30) is similar to the Exponential Tilting (ET) statistic; see e.g. Kitamura and
Stutzer (1997) (Equation (10)) and Imbens et al. (1998) (Equation (9)) in the i.i.d. setting.

The first order asymptotic theory implies that 2nK̂†(θ0), has a χ2
p distribution. Alternatively, to

approximate the distribution of K̂†(θ0), and thus the level of the test, we propose to use our empirical
saddlepoint approximation ĝθ̂n(θ) (as in (20)) to the density of θ̂n under H0. To this end, we define
the Wald-type statistic

W̃n(θ) = n(θ̂n − θ)T V̂ −1(θ̂n − θ)

and we obtain
2nK̂†(θ0) = W̃n(θ

0) +OP (n
−1/2).

Using (10), the distribution of W̃n(θ) is approximated by the first order χ2
p. With the aim of

improving numerically the accuracy approximation of the p-value, we propose to make use of ĝθ̂n(θ)
as

P[W̃n(θ
0) > w̃(θ0) | H0] ≈

∫
B
ĝθ̂n(θ)dθ, (31)

where w̃(θ) is the observed value of the test statistic and

B =
{
θ ∈ Rd | w̃(θ) > w̃(θ0)

}
.

3.4 Hypothesis testing with FDES

The implementation of the approach in (31) requires the computation of the integral defining the
p-value. We suggest to use Monte Carlo methods, which usually outperform deterministic numerical
methods in multidimensional setups (see e.g. Robert and Casella (2013) for a book-length introduc-
tion).
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More specifically, we recommend to use an importance sampling scheme based on an instrumental
Gaussian distribution, which makes use of the information available in Whittle’s estimator. The idea
goes as follows: if we were able to sample directly from our FDES approximation ĝθ̂n(θ), we could

rely on the Strong Law of Large Numbers to approximate
∫
B ĝθ̂n(θ)dθ with any desired degree of

accuracy. As this is generally impossible, our strategy is to generate sample points from the Gaussian
Z ∼ N (θ̂n, V̂ ), and correct the deviation of the sample using weights based on the FDES ĝθ̂n , via:∫

B
ĝθ̂n(θ)dθ =

∫
Θ

IB(θ)ĝθ̂n(θ)ϕθ̂n,V̂ (θ)
ϕθ̂n,V̂ (θ)

dθ = Eϕθ̂n,V̂

[
IB(Z)ĝθ̂n(Z)
ϕθ̂n,V̂ (Z)

]
,

where IB(·) is the indicator function, ϕµ,Σ is the Gaussian density with mean µ and covariance matrix
Σ, and the expectation is estimated by averaging over the Monte Carlo (MC) samples.

The advantage of this approach is that it exploits the knowledge of the (first order asymptotic)
Gaussian distribution, which is a natural reference distribution for the MC procedure, with the ad-
vantage of being readily available in every statistical software. We itemize the key steps of the FDES
hypothesis testing procedures in the pseudo-codes available in Algorithm 1 below. We give the more
fundamental importance sampling procedure in Algorithm 2. This numerical approach based on the
FDES represents an alternative procedure to the χ2-approximation obtained in Robinson et al. (2003)
and mentioned in §3.1.

Algorithm 1 Testing the simple hypothesis H0 : θ = θ0. The function mvrnorm(· · · ) generates data
from a multivariate Gaussian with parameters µ and Σ, and we define the function ImpSample(· · · )
in Algorithm 2, where R is the MC sample size.

Require: X1, . . . , Xn, R, θ
0

1: {In(λi)}ni=1 ← |FFT(X1, . . . , Xn)|2 ▷ Use O(n lnn) complex Fast Fourier Transform.
2: m← ⌊(n− 1)/2⌋
3: for j = 1, . . . ,m do

4: ψj (Ij ; θ)←
(

Ij
f(λj ;θ)

− 1
)
zj(θ) ▷ Define the Whittle’s score as in (8)

5: end for
6: θ̂n ← Solveθ

(∑m
j=1 ψj (Ij ; θ) = 0

)
7: ĝθ̂n(θ)←

(
m
2π

)dim(Θ)/2
∣∣∣det M̂(θ)

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣det Σ̂(θ)∣∣∣−1/2
exp{mK̂(θ)} ▷ Define the saddlepoint density as

in (20).
8: B ←

{
θ ∈ Θ | w̃(θ) > w̃(θ0)

}
9: procedure ISintegral(S)

10: ImpSample(function = ĝθ̂n , set = S, generator = mvrnorm(µ = θ̂n,Σ = V̂ ), size = R)
11: end procedure
12: p← ISintegral(B)/ ISintegral(Θ)
13: return p ▷ The p-value as in (31).

We present here the FDES testing hypothesis for the Wald-type statistic only, but the same
procedure remains valid with other test statistics, as long as they are (at least approximately) functions
of θ̂n. Examples of such test statistics, as the FDEL and FDET, are available in Section 3.3. Indeed,
the proposed numerical procedure is a very versatile tool, which can be used to obtain accurate p-
values for any test statistic endowed with a saddlepoint density approximation (either the exponential-
based one or its empirical version). Moreover, it can be applied to obtain confidence regions by
inverting the test. In addition to our own numerical experiments (Section 4), this method has already
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Algorithm 2 Function ImpSample : computes an integral
∫
S f(x)dx by importance sampling. The

function mvrnorm(· · · ) generates data from a multivariate Gaussian with parameters µ and Σ, and
the function mvdnorm(· · · ) gives the corresponding Gaussian density.

Require: function = f, set = S, generator = mvrnorm(µ,Σ), size = R
1: for r = 1, . . . ,R do
2: zr ← mvrnorm(µ,Σ)
3: xr ← IS(zr)f(zr)/mvdnorm(zr, µ,Σ)
4: end for
5: return

∑R
r=1 xr/R

proven to be fast and accurate in the i.i.d. setting (see e.g. Butler et al. (2008)). While other MC
methods are also usable (e.g. rejection sampling or MCMC methods), importance sampling strikes
a good balance between time complexity, simplicity of programming and accuracy, for the moderate
dimensions typically encountered in the analysis of time series data (i.e. p ≲ 102). The evaluation of a
single MC sample of, say, R points actually allows to approximate the entire cumulative distribution
function (c.d.f.) of W̃n(θ

0), as it readily embeds the (inherently unknown) scaling constant of the
saddlepoint ĝθ̂n(θ). To do so, one can simply change w̃(θ0) to any x ∈ R+ in (31) and Line 8 of
Algorithm 1. Moreover, the i.i.d. nature of the MC sample points also allows for faster parallel
computing.

Remark 3.1. There are cases where only certain components of θ have to be tested. Namely, taking
the same partition (θ(1) θ(2)) as in Section 3.1, we test H0 : θ(1) = θ0(1) w.l.o.g. To take into account
the effect of estimating the nuisance parameter, we marginalize the FDES density with respect to θ(2).
This integration does not affect the computational complexity of our algorithm and does not slow down
its implementation. Indeed, testing in the presence of nuisance parameters can be handily achieved
with a modification of Line 8 in Algorithm 1, redefining the integration set as

B ←
{
θ ∈ Θ | w̃

(
θ(1), θ̂(2),n

)
> w̃

(
θ0(1), θ̂(2),n

)}
,

instead of
B ←

{
θ ∈ Θ | w̃(θ) > w̃(θ0)

}
.

As aforementioned, this is different from (18): our numerical integration via importance sampling
avoids to take the infimum w.r.t. to the nuisance parameters.

4 Monte Carlo experiments: ARFIMA process

Let us consider a ARFIMA(p, d, q) process as in (1). Let us recall that the spectral density of the
ARFIMA(p, d, q) process at λ ∈ Π is

f(λ; d, η, σ2) =
σ2

2π

|θ{exp(−iλ)}|2

|ϕ{exp(−iλ)}|2
|1− exp(iλ)|−2d. (32)

If the variance is known, then we use ψj as in (8) and our saddlepoint techniques (density and
testing can be applied). If the variance σ2ξ is unknown, we consider it as a nuisance parameter. If the
underlying innovation density is Gaussian, our saddlepoint techniques remain valid. Otherwise, our
FDES allows us to easily deal with σ2ξ by a profiling approach: we concentrate it out from the Whittle
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likelihood (optimizing w.r.t. σ2ξ ) as in Monti (1997). We label (with a slight abuse of notation) the
resulting profiled Whittle scores, for j = 1, ...,m:

ψj(η) =
I (λj)

f1 (λj ; η)

∂ ln {f1 (λj ; η)}
∂η

− n−1
n∑
j=1

∂ ln {f1 (λj ; η)}
∂η

 . (33)

4.1 Behaviour of the periodogram ordinates

The frequency domain saddlepoint techniques in §3.1 are derived under the treatment of the stan-
dardized periodogram ordinates as i.i.d. exponential for a finite number of Fourier frequencies. One
possible source of concern is how realistic is this treatment for small sample sizes. To shed light on
this point, we carry out a Shapiro-Wilks test using the following steps on a ARFIMA(0, d, 0), with
different innovation densities:

Step 1: For the process in (1), we consider different sample sizes n = 30, 90, 120 and values of the long
memory parameter: d = (0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.25, 0.45);

Step 2: for each specified innovation density, we fix a value of d, we simulate a trajectory of length n and
for each simulated trajectory, we compute the standardized peridogram ordinates Ij/f(λj ; d)
and obtain ϵ̃j = P (Ij/f(λj ; d) ≤ ϵ), where P is the c.d.f. of the exponential distribution with
rate one;

Step 3: we compute ϵj = Φ−1(ϵ̃j), where Φ−1 is the inverse c.d.f. of the standard Normal;

Step 4: we apply the Shapiro-Wilk test to ϵj and we see if the test rejects the assumption of normality
for ϵj , with level 0.05 – we select such a test since it is well known that it has good power even
down to small sample sizes;

Step 5: we repeat the exercise 5000 times, for each value of d and n.

If the standardized periodogram ordinates are exponential with mean 1, the number of rejections
of the normality assumption should be close to the 0.05 (nominal level of the Shapiro-Wilk test). In
table 1 we show the results. For almost any considered value of d, any sample size and innovation
density, the assumption of i.i.d. exponential assumption on periodogram ordinates seems to be fairly
reasonable. Nevertheless, we remark that when d = 0.45 the assumption becomes less appropriate for
all considered distributions: this is certainly due to the fact that the ARFIMA process is near to non
stationarity. Similar considerations apply for sample sizes larger than n = 120.

As FDES techniques of §3.2 are concerned, a possible doubt is that the results in Table 1 may not
be appropriate, since to perform the Shapiro-Wilk test, we make use of the c.d.f. of the exponential
distribution; see Step 2. This criticism has been already addressed in the FEDL of Monti (1997),
who supports the treatment of the periodogram ordinates as independent (without the use of the
exponential c.d.f.) by performing a χ2-test for independence for any couple (Ij , Iq), j, q = 1, 2, ..., n,
under different distributions of the innovation term, in an ARMA model. Monti’s test provides
numerical evidence that the independence assumption is reasonable, making sensible the methodology
and the computations developed in §3.2. In the next session we provide additional numerical evidence,
illustrating the good performance of our FDES techniques
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Gaussian Uniform
d n = 30 n = 90 n = 120 n = 30 n = 90 n = 120

0 0.038 0.036 0.043 0.033 0.044 0.047
0.1 0.039 0.040 0.047 0.044 0.041 0.047
0.2 0.034 0.041 0.054 0.030 0.049 0.065
0.25 0.033 0.046 0.062 0.030 0.049 0.065
0.45 0.030 0.109 0.187 0.032 0.110 0.181

Student’s t6 Re-centered χ2
5

d n = 30 n = 90 n = 120 n = 30 n = 90 n = 120

0 0.037 0.038 0.047 0.037 0.042 0.049
0.1 0.039 0.041 0.049 0.043 0.044 0.047
0.2 0.036 0.035 0.054 0.031 0.046 0.058
0.25 0.036 0.040 0.058 0.028 0.049 0.062
0.45 0.030 0.098 0.161 0.027 0.101 0.165

Table 1: ARFIMA process: rejection frequency of the Shapiro-Wilks test (at level 0.05) for different
values of d, different sample sizes and innovation densities. Monte Carlo simulation with size 5000.

4.2 Testing statistical hypotheses

We set the problem of testing the following null hypothesis about the long-memory parameter in a
Gaussian ARFIMA (0, d, 0): H0 : d = d0 vs H1 : d > d0. We consider this testing problem for
different values of d0 and for different sample sizes. Specifically, we set d0 = 0.1 (moderate long
memory) and d0 = 0.35 (strong long memory) and we study the behaviour of the saddlepoint test
statistic S̃(θ̂n) in (15), for two small sample sizes: n = 100 and n = 250. In Figure 2 we display the
QQ-plot for the test against his theoretical χ2

1 distribution across the different values of d0: the plots
illustrate that the saddlepoint test has a distribution which is very close to the theoretical one when
n = 250. The plots for n = 100 depict the accuracy improvements that the test features, when the
sample size moves from n = 100 to n = 250, in the presence of both moderate and strong long memory.
In line with the outcomes in Figure 1, the Wald test has a large size distortion for all the considered
sample sizes. For instance, when n = 250 the 95%-quantile is 21.78, whilst the 95%-quantile of the
χ2
1 is about 3.77. To complete the picture we study the power of the test under local departures

(Pitman-type sequence of alternative hypotheses) when the sample size increases. We display the
results in the right plot of Figure 2: the power curves illustrate that the test has non trivial power for
the local alternatives, displaying a remarkable improvement when n goes from 100 to 250.

Now, let us consider the test procedure in Algorithm 1 to perform a test on an ARFIMA(0,d,0) for
H0 : d = 0 versus H1 : d ̸= 0. We compute the true distribution of W̃n(θ

0) for different sample sizes
using 104 ARFIMA(0,d,0) Monte Carlo replicates of length n = 30 and n = 250, with d = 0. Then, for
the first R = 250 of these generated time series, we run an importance sampling algorithm similar to
Algorithm 2 to obtain the saddlepoint approximation of the full c.d.f. of W̃n(θ

0). As a representative
c.d.f., we take the functional median of these R c.d.f., and we generate the QQ-plots of Figure 3,
comparing the true (Monte Carlo) quantiles of W̃n(θ

0) with the ones of the median c.d.f. We also add
the quantiles of the χ2

1 approximation, to see if the FDES typically improves on them.
We observe that the characteristic quantiles of the saddlepoint approximation are typically closer

to the true quantiles of W̃n(θ
0) than the ones of the χ2

1 approximation. Both methods converge to
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Figure 2: Gaussian ARFIMA(0, d, 0) model. Left and Middle plot: QQ-plot vs the asymptotic χ2(1)-
distribution of saddlepoint test statistic (15), for different sample sizes (continuous line n = 250,
dashed line n = 100). Right plot: power of the test for n = 100 (circles), n = 250 (squares) and
n = 500 (triangles); dotted horizontal line represents the level at 0.05.
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Figure 3: ARFIMA(0, d, 0) model W̃n(θ
0) statistic for H0 : d = 0 versus H1 : d ̸= 0. For different

sample size n, the QQ-plots compare the true distribution (as obtained using 104 Monte Carlo runs)
of the W̃n(θ

0) statistic to the quantiles of the FDES and asymptotic χ2
1 distributions. The specific

90%, 95% and 99% true percentiles are also highlighted, as the most frequently used in practice.

the true quantiles as n increases, but the saddlepoint method seems to perform better for all sample
sizes. Here we only display the n = 30 and n = 250 cases, but we observe the same properties also for
other sample sizes.

Let us now consider a more complex process, entailing more dependence in the data; we repeat the
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same experiment but generating time series from an ARFIMA(1,d,1) under H0 : θ = (0.5, 0.25, 0.5).
Due to the increase in the dependence and the number of parameters, both methods typically need a
larger sample size. We show the Monte Carlo results for n = 100 and n = 500 in Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4: ARFIMA(1, d, 1) model W̃n(θ
0) statistic for H0 : θ = (0.5, 0.25, 0.5) versus H1 : θ ̸=

(0.5, 0.25, 0.5). For different sample size n, the QQ-plots compare the true distribution (as obtained
using 104 Monte Carlo runs) of the W̃n(θ

0) statistic to the quantiles of the FDES and asymptotic
χ2
3 distributions. The specific 90%, 95% and 99% true percentiles are also highlighted, as the most

frequently used in practice.

Note that theWhittle estimation is numerically less stable for small samples in the ARFIMA(1, d, 1)
case, with three parameters to estimate. Thus we only report here the Monte Carlo samples which
led to convergence, namely about 92.4% of them for n = 100 and 99.5% for n = 500.

5 Application to a real dataset

The Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) index measures a key climatological feature of the Southern
hemisphere (Zhang et al. (1997)). Similarly to El Niño/Southern Oscillation phenomenon, the PDO
extremes correspond to episodes of abnormal weather conditions, located in North America and the
Pacific Basin. The PDO index is mainly a function of sea level pressures (SLPs) and sea surface
temperatures (SSTs). For instance, it takes a positive value if SLPs are below average over the North
Pacific, SSTs are high on the Pacific Coast and low in the North Pacific.

Whiting et al. (2003) show strong evidence of long memory in the PDO index, and model the
process with an ARFIMA(0, d, 0). Their PDO index data cover the period from 1900 to 1999, giving
a Whittle’s estimate d = 0.446: this estimated value suggests a very strong long memory. In Yuan
et al. (2014), the authors also model persistence by fractionally integrated processes, adding the more
recently available data but discarding the measures made before 1920 for the sake of reliability. To
check if these results are still up to date, we make use of our FDES techniques.

We start our data analysis by following Whiting et al. (2003) and Yuan et al. (2014): we aggregate
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the monthly PDO index1 into an annual time series, from 1920 to 2022, and remove the slight linear
trend. We display the resulting data in Figure 5 below, as well as the log-periodogram ordinates
against their log-frequencies, hinting at some long memory effect as the slope is negative (see Beran
et al. (2013)). Thus, we estimate an ARFIMA(1,d,0) and use the FDES to test (as in Algorithm 1)
if the obtained estimates match the ones of previous studies, namely H0 : θ = (ϕ d) = (0, 0.446). We
add an autoregressive parameter ϕ in our model as it allows to capture the transient effects that the
differencing parameter d is missing, by measuring the persistence only.
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Figure 5: PDO data from 1920 to 2022 (upper plot), and the log-periodogram ordinates against their
log-frequencies (lower plot). The slightly negative slope in the last plot hints at some long memory
effect.

Following Algorithm 1 and treating the variance as a nuisance parameter as in Monti (1997), we
define the Whittle estimating functions for the ARFIMA(1,d,0) as in (33) for j = 1, . . . , 51. Solving

(7), the estimate of the parameters is (̂ϕ d) = (0.448, 0.088), the FDET statistic (as in the left-hand
side of (30)) is 5.718 and the Wald statistic (as in (27)) is 4.598. In Table 2 below, we give the results
of both the FDES and Wald test procedures.
In the case of the FDET statistic, we observe that the FDES test allows to rejectH0 : (ϕ, d) = (0, 0.446)
at a 5% level, as opposed to the X 2

2 approximation. The Wald statistic allows to reject only at a
confidence level of 10% together with the FDES approximation.

1Available at https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/pub/data/cmb/ersst/v5/index/ersst.v5.pdo.dat
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Table 2: Quantiles of the test statistics, by the FDES and the X 2
2 approximations.

PPPPPPPPPMethod.
Quant.

0.9 0.95 0.99

FDES 3.695 5.471 9.891
X 2
2 4.605 5.991 9.210

Thus, the first statistical issue we may flag is the non-rejection of the Wald test with the X 2
2

approximation, which is likely to be a wrong conclusion in this setting. The second one, from the
rejection of H0 : (ϕ, d) = (0, 0.446) by the FDES procedure, is the apparent non-stationarity of the
PDO time series, which requires some further investigations. As a summary of our results, Figure 6
below represents the non-rejection regions of the FDET statistic at the 95% level, as estimated by the
FDES and the X 2

2 approximation.

Figure 6: Non-rejection regions of the FDET statistic at the 95% level.
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We observe that the null hypothesis lies in between the FDES and the X 2
2 95% level curves.

6 Conclusion

We introduce a novel class of saddlepoint techniques for time series data analysis. Our results complete
the toolkit already defined in La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) and have several connections with
other extant frequency domain techniques, routinely applied in econometrics and statistics (namely,
the FDB, EL, and ET). These connections are methodologically relevant not only because they open
the door to the definition of an holistic approach to the frequency domain time series data analysis,
but also because they allow us to define a novel and easy-to-implement FDES procedure for testing
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statistical hypotheses, in SRD and LRD time series. We hope that our unified view and treatment
of saddlepoint approximations will trigger the interest of statisticians and econometrician, yielding
additional findings in the frequency domain analysis of time series data.

Among the possible novel research directions that our methodology can stimulate, we conjecture
that additional results on the link between FDEL and FDES can be obtained by bounding the α-
mixing coefficients of the periodogram ordinates, as in Mathieu and Moor (2024). In particular, this
may help to control the error term in (28). Moreover, it may open the door to the use of the whole
GEL family described in Kakizawa (2013) which can be the building block for density approximations
in the spirit of Barndorff-Nielsen (1983). Essentially, the idea is to define a generalization of the extant
Esscher titling, which is based on the minimization of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between
the actual density and the tilted density (see e.g. La Vecchia et al. (2023)), and minimize any other
divergence belonging to the Cressie-Read family. In the same vein, we plan to consider distances based
on optimal transport theory (see Villani (2009)), e.g. the p-Wasserstein distance as in Blanchet et al.
(2019) and explore their advantages (robustness) with respect to the use of KL. Finally, we believe
that the importance sampling approach described in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 may be suitably
modified to deal with testing problems for other stochastic processes (beyond the time series case
discussed in this paper), like testing hypotheses in the presence of nuisance parameters in the class of
spatial autoregressive processes for panel data considered in Jiang et al. (2023).
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A Exponential-based techniques

A.1 FEXP processes and GLM

Beran (1993) and Robinson (1995) introduced the fractional exponential (FEXP) processes a large
class of stochastic processes, which are able to model both short- and long-memory. FEXP processes
represent an extension of Bloomfield (1973). The advantage of this class is that one can estimate the
parameters by using widely applied methods for generalized linear models (GLM), which are readily
available in the many statistical software packages.

To set up the notation Let us define q0 ≡ 1 and let q1, q2, ..., qp be symmetric functions which are
piecewise continuous in the interval [−π, π]. For any n ∈ N we set m = ⌊(n− 1)/2⌋ and let be θ the
(p + 2)-dimensional vector θ = (−2d, η0, η1, ..., ηp)T , with 0 ≤ d < 0.5. Then, {Xt} is called a FEXP
process with short-memory components q1, ..., qp and long-memory component g, if its spectral density
is given by:

f(λ; θ) = |1− g(λ)|−2d exp

{
p∑

k=0

ηkqk(λ)

}
, (34)

for g : Π→ R+ even function such that limλ→0 g(λ)/λ = 1. The spectral density in (34) has the form
as in (2) and it can be parameterized in terms of the Hurst exponent H = d + 1/2: when H = 0.5
(d = 0) we have SDR, whereas for H ∈ (0.5, 1) (d ∈ (0, 0.5)), we have LRD. In its generality, this class
is able to approximate with arbitrary accuracy any piecewise continuous spectral density.

For FEXP processes, Beran (1993) defines a frequency domain M−estimator and estimates the
parameter θ in a GLM context, with underlying exponential distribution and noncanonical link func-
tion. An estimator of θ is defined by (7) with the estimating function as in (8) and covariates (not
depending on θ)

zTj = [ln g(λj), 1, ..., qp(λj)]
T . (35)

Making use of (9), we write the following multiplicative model for the periodogram ordinates:
Ij = f(λj ; θ)ζ, for every j, where the ζ ′js are independently and identically distributed exponential
random variables, with mean one; see, e.g., Beran (1993) and reference therein.

In the FEXP setting, Whittle’s estimator can be obtained by GLM M-estimation and we may
derive small sample techniques making use of the saddlepoint methods available for multivariate M-
estimators in the (i.)i.d. setting. However, the available results need to be adapted to our frequency
domain setting. Specifically, for f(λj ; θ) as in (34) and for θ0 specified by H0 in (13), we have that,
for the M-estimator defined by (7) and (8), the cumulant generating function of ψj(Ij ; θ) in (14) is

Kψj
(υ; θ) = ln

− 1/f(λj ; θ
0)

υT zj
f(λj ;θ)

− 1
f(λj ;θ0)

− υT zj . (36)

A.2 ARFIMA(0,d,0)

Let us consider the Gaussian ARFIMA(0,d,0), having dynamics as in (1). The spectral density at
λ is as in (32). Suppose we want to test the null hypothesis of the Monte Carlo exercise in §4.2:
H0 : d = d0 vs H1 : d > d0. To proceed further, we notice that the FARIMA(0, d, 0) belongs to the
FEXP family; see Beran (1993). Indeed, looking at (34) and setting g(x) = |1− exp(iλ)| and ηk ≡ 0
for k > 0, we obtain the ARFIMA spectral density in (32)—multiplied by 2π. Thus a GLM estimator
is defined using zj = ln g(λj) in (8) and Kψj

(υ; d) is obtained as in (36), with d = d0.
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B Empirical saddlepoint and empirical likelihood in the frequency
domain: unexplored connections

In this Appendix, for the ease of notation, we write ψ
(k)
j (θ) for ψ

(k)
j (Ij , θ). We explain how to combine

the results available in Monti and Ronchetti (1993) and in Monti (1997), to connect FDES and FDEL.
As in Monti and Ronchetti (1993), we consider the (dim(Θ) × dim(Θ))-matrix B(u) (dim(Θ)

represents the dimension of the parameter space), whose elements are

{B(u)}k,l =
1

m

m∑
j=1

dim(Θ)∑
r=1

{
ψ
(k)
j (θ̂n)

∂ψ
(l)
j

∂θr

∣∣∣
θ̂n

+ ψ
(l)
j (θ̂n)

∂ψ
(k)
j

∂θl

∣∣∣
θ̂n

}
ur, (37)

and define also the vector c(u) ∈ Rdim(Θ):

c(u) =
1

m

m∑
j=1

dim(Θ)∑
k=1

dim(Θ)∑
l=1

{
∂2ψj(θ)

∂θk∂θl

∣∣∣
θ̂n
ukul

}
. (38)

As in Monti (1997), we let the FDEL solve the system of estimating equations (25) and in Monti’s
paper (see (4.8) on page 398) an expansion of ξ̂ up to the term of order OP (m

−1) is available. For our
purposes, we need to compute the same kind of expansion up to the order OP (m

−3/2) and evaluate it at
θ̂n. To this end, following the calculation in Monti and Ronchetti (1993), we get, for θ = θ̂n+m

−1/2u,

ξ̂ = m−1/2Σ̂−1M̂u+
m−1

2
Σ̂−1
ψj
c(u)−m−1Σ̂−1B(u)Σ̂−1M̂u

+ m−2
m∑
j=1

{
uT M̂ Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n)

}2
Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n) +OP (m

−3/2), (39)

where the first term implies also that ξ̂ = OP (m
−1/2). We consider Owen’s statistic Ŵ (θ) and we

replace (39) in the Taylor expansion of Ŵ (θ), obtaining:

Ŵ (θ) = uT M̂−1Σ̂−1M̂−Tu−m−1/2uT M̂T Σ̂−1B(u)Σ̂−1M̂u

+ m−1/2uT M̂T Σ̂−1c(u) +
2m−3/2

3

m∑
j=1

{
uT M̂T Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n)

}3

+ OP (m
−1). (40)

Now, let us turn to the empirical saddlepoint υ̂(θ), under the exact independence of the periodogram
ordinates. To bridge the FDES density approximation of La Vecchia and Ronchetti (2019) and Monti’s
FDEL, we drop the assumption that the distribution of the periodogram ordinates is an exponential,
but we keep their independence. To this end, we combine the construction in Monti and Ronchetti
(1993); Monti (1997) with the one of Ronchetti and Welsh (1994)). We notice that ψj (θ) contains the
terms (Ii/f(λi; θ) − 1) interpretable as Pearson-type residuals—namely, pivotal quantities with zero
mean and unit variance. This interpretation is common in the frequency domain literature (we refer
to Franke and Hardle (1992), Beran (1993) and Dahlhaus and Janas (1996), among the others) and
it is based on a re-centering and re-scaling of the periodogram ordinates, as obtained exploiting the
knowledge of the moments of their asymptotic distribution. Then the equation defining the empirical
saddlepoint is

m∑
j=1

ψj(θ) exp{υ̂Tψj(θ)} = 0, (41)
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therefore, from Ronchetti and Welsh (1994) we obtain the empirical saddlepoint approximation in
Equations (20)—(22). Then we have, for any u in compact set, fθ̂n(θ

0 + m−1/2u) = ĝθ̂n(θ̂n +

m−1/2u){1 + m−1/2am(u) + Op(m
−1)}, as m → ∞, where âm(u) = Op(1) is defined in Ronchetti

and Welsh (1994). From (19) it follows that υ(θ) = O(n−1/2), for θ in a root-n neighbourhood of θ0.
Thus, using a first order Taylor expansion (in υ̂) of the saddlepoint equation we obtain

0 = m−1
m∑
j=1

ψj(θ) exp{υ̂Tψj(θ)} = m−1
m∑
j=1

ψj(θ)
{
1 + υ̂Tψj(θ) +O(m−1)

}
, (42)

which yields

m−1
m∑
j=1

ψj(θ)
{
1 + υ̂Tψj(θ)

}
= Op(m

−1). (43)

From this point on, the calculation is similar to the development available in Monti and Ronchetti
(1993). Thus, using (43), we write υ̂(θ) = υ1(θ) + υ2(θ), where we label υ1(θ) = m−1/2Σ̂−1M̂u and
υ2(θ) = O(m−1). A second order Taylor expansion of the saddlepoint equation, yields

m−1
m∑
j=1

ψj(θ)

[
1 + {υ̂T1 + υ̂T2 }ψj(θ) +

1

2
{υ̂T1 ψj(θ)}2

]
= OP (m

−3/2),

which implies

υ̂1(θ) + υ̂2(θ) = −m−1/2Σ̂−1M̂u− m−1

2

m−1
m∑
j=1

{uT M̂T Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n)}2Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n)


+ m−1Σ̂−1B(u)Σ̂−1M̂u− m−1

2
Σ̂−1c(u) +OP (m

−3/2). (44)

A Taylor expansion of the cumulant generating function K̂(θ) yields

ln

m−1
m∑
j=1

[
1 + (υ̂T1 + υ̂T2 )ψj(θ) +

1

2
{(υ̂T1 + υ̂T2 )ψj(θ)}2 +

1

6
{(υ̂T1 + υ̂T2 )ψj(θ)}3

]
+OP (m

−2)


= m−1

m∑
j=1

[
1 + υ̂Tψj(θn, θ) +

1

2
{υ̂Tψj(θn, θ)}2 +

1

6
{υ̂Tψj(θn, θ)}3

]
+OP (m

−2), (45)

To proceed further, we Taylor expand the term m−1
∑m

j=1 ψj(θ) around θ̂n and, making use of (44),
we obtain

K̂(θ) = −m
−1

2
uT Σ̂−1M̂M̂T Σ̂−1u+

m−3/2

2
uT M̂ Σ̂−1B(u)Σ̂−1M̂u

− m−3/2

2
uT M̂ Σ̂−1c(u)− m−5/2

6

m∑
j=1

{
uT M̂T Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n)

}3
+OP (m

−2). (46)

Now, comparing (40) and (46), we get

mK̂(θ) = −1

2
Ŵ (θ) +

m−3/2

6

m∑
j=1

{
uT M̂T Σ̂−1ψj(θ̂n)

}3
+OP (m

−1).

Since n is proportional to m, the result in (28) follows, under the independence of the periodogram
ordinates.
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